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contempt... The middle class is also the steadiest element, the least eager for change. They neither covet, like the poor, the possessions of others, nor do others covet theirs, as the poor covet those of the rich. ... It is a happy state of affairs when those who take part in the life of the state have a moderate but adequate amount of property; for where one set of people possesses a great deal and the other nothing, the result is either extreme democracy or unmixed oligarchy or a tyranny due to the excesses of the other two. Tyranny often emerges from an over-enthusiastic democracy or ixom an oligarchy, but much more rarely from middle-class constitutions".'
Aristotle's views were strongly echoed in modem social science. As Harrington Moore stated succinctly in his influential book that "a vigorous and independent class of town dwellers has been an indispensable element in the growth of parliamentary democracy. No bourgeois, no democracy".^ Somewhat along similar lines, modernization theorists posited a relationship between the level of socioeconomic development and the likelihood of democracy. Probably the earliest and best known example of such efforts is Seymour Martin Lipset's essay, "Some Social Requisites of Democracy: Economic Development and Political Legitimacy", first published in the American Political Science Review in 1959 and later incorporated into his Political Man (1963) . There, Lipset argued that "democracy is related to the state of economic development. The more well-to-do a nation, the greater the chances that it will sustain democracy".^ Lipset's findings were supported by a number of more recent studies."* ' Aristotle, Politics (Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1962) Although socioeconomic development may affect the chances for democracy in a number of ways (e.g., through the effects of increased education and communications) its effects through the changes it brings about in the class structure of a society are also considerable. Thus, Lipset argued that; "Economic development, producing increased income, greater economic security, and widespread higher education, largely determines the form of the 'class struggle', by permitting those in the lower strata to develop longer time perspectives and more complex and gradualist view of politics. A belief in secular, reformist gradualism can be the ideology of only a relatively well-to-do lower class. ... Increased wealth also affects the political role of the middle class by changing the shape of the stratification from an elongated pyramid, with a large lower-class base, to a diamond with a growing middle class. A large middle class tempers conflict by rewarding moderate and democratic parties while also penalizing extremist groups. The political values and style of the upper class, too, are related to national income. The poorer a country and the lower the absolute standard of living of the lower classes, the greater the pressure on the upper strata to treat the lower as vulgar, innately inferior, a lower caste beyond the pale of human society."^ Another reason why a large, autonomous middle class favors democracy is that, in its absence, the state tends to "control a vastly greater share of the most valued economic opportunities (jobs, contracts, licenses, scholarships, and development largesse)" whereas as Mosca foresaw, democracy requires "a large (middle) class of people whose economic position is virtually independent of those who hold supreme power".^ As a result of the control of scarce economic resources by a political class, the state itself becomes the principal determinant of class formation, and electoral competition takes on the nature of a zero-sum game. Under these circumstances, the loss of political office also means the loss of the control over a very significant portion of the country's economic resources, and as Lipset rightly argues, "if loss of office means serious losses for major power groups, they will seek to retain or secure office by any means available".^ The role of the middle class also figures prominently in the literature regarding recent transitions to democracy. Huntington observes that "in ^ Lipset, note 3 supra, pp. 45-50. * Diamond, note 4 supra p. 48 L ' Lipset, note 3 supra, p. 5 L virtually every country the most active supporters of democratization came from the urban middle class", and he cites the examples of Argentina, Brazil, the Philippines, Taiwan, Korea, Spain, Peru, and Ecuador in the late 1970s and the 1980s.* At a more general level, it has often been argued that capitalist economic development, even though it may well take place under an authoritarian regime, tends to create a large and autonomous middle class which, in turn, becomes a major force in democratization. At a recent international symposium celebrating the fiftieth anniversary of the first edition of Joseph Schumpeter's Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, most of the contributors agreed on this point. Thus argued Berger that capitalist development "opens up the social space for civil society, and as people become more affluent they develop more ambitious political aspirations. To put it simply, the well-fed and well-educated children of poor peasants tend to become politically uppity, and the same economic system that has made them well-fed and well-educated provides the space for their new political aspirations".^ Kyung-won Kim, commenting on the East Asian, particularly Korean and Taiwanese experience, stated in the same vein that "a bureaucratic-authoritarian regime can be as politically harsh as any other dictatorial regime while allowing or even encouraging social and economic pluralism. Yet by encouraging such pluralism-by fostering capitalism, in other words-the authoritarian-pluralist regime is either wittingly or unwittingly making possible the emergence of a middle class. To the extent that the state's modernization policies succeed, this class, bom in the womb of capitalism, will grow in size and weight. Eventually, it will begin making political claims against the authoritarian regime. All studies on the subject in Korea show that the number of those who identified themselves as members of the middle class grew dramatically during the 1970s and 1980s, which were years of intense industrialization overseen by a bureaucratic-authoritarian regime headed by former generals. By mid-1987, the regime could no longer contain the demands of this new group within the confines of the old authoritarian structure. ... By encouraging economic pluralism, the regime had been digging its own grave. ... (E)ven an authoritarian industrializing state-unless it opts for an absolute command economy, as Leninist regimes did-will eventually find itself contending with democratic forces unleashed by an assertive middle class that the state itself has indirectly fostered".'° Bhagwati concurs in the same point of view saying that "the autonomous spheres of economic action that a market economy inevitably creates will, in the presence of successful modernization or economic development, create an assertive middle class that will seek the pohtical freedoms that democracy provides. This appears to be the recent experience of the undemocratic regimes in East Asia, where the growth of successful market economics has led to rising demands for political freedoms and selfgovernment"."
Despite the considerable weight of such evidence, the proposition that the growth of middle class fosters democratization is still too broad to give us testable hypotheses. Experience shows us that middle classes are not always a democratic force and may even actively support authoritarian rule under certain circumstances. Also, the concept of middle class, whether it is defined by such objective criteria as occupation, income, and education, or subjectively by way of individual class identifications, is too broad a concept for rigorous social science analyses. For example, one may distinguish between modem middle classes which are the products of a modem economy, and the traditional (therefore, declining and downwardly mobile) middle classes such as small merchants, shopkeepers, artisans, etc. Among modem middle classes, one may make further distinctions such as the entrepreneurial, professional, salaried, and perhaps intellectual, middle classes. Finally, the formation and nature of the middle class (and the political behavior characteristics associated with it) also depend on the type of development strategy adopted in a particular country and on the stage of economic development. While some patterns and stages of economic development favor democracy, others seem to foster authoritarian attitudes or at least the absence of democratic demands. My purpose here is to inquire what types of middle classes under what kind of circumstances play a significant role in the transition to and the consolidation of democracy.
Fascism and the Middle Class
Socioeconomic development implies the growth of the middle class which, in tum, may play an important role in the transition to democracy. However, socioeconomic development may also mean a decline of the traditional middle classes (small traders, shopkeepers, artisans, middle-size farmers) which may tum them into an antidemocratic force. Lipset, analyzing the social bases of fascism, has convincingly argued that "fascism is basically a middle class movement representing a protest against capitalism and socialism, big business '" Kyung-won Kim, "Marx, Schumpeter and the East Asian Experience", in Ibid., pp. 22-23.
" Jagdish Bhagwati, "Democracy and Development", in Ibid., p. 35. and big unions".'^ Similarly, Harold Lasswell, describing Nazism as "a desperate reaction of the lower middle classes", suggested that such middle class extremism was due less to purely socioeconomic grounds than to psychological factors inherent in capitalist industrial development": Psychologically speaking ... the lower middle class was increasingly overshadowed by the workers and the upper bourgeoisie, whose unions, cartels and parties took the center of the stage. The psychological impoverishment of the lower middle class precipitated emotional insecurities within the personalities of its members, thus fertilizing the ground for the various movements of mass protest through which the middle classes might avenge themselves".'^ Lipset, analyzing the shifts of votes among parties in the German elections between 1928 and 1933, demonstrated that most of the Nazi gains came from the liberal middle-class parties. Between 1928 and 1933, such parties lost some 80 percent of their electoral support to the Nazis, whereas the conservative, Catholic and workers' parties more or less retained their level of support. Thus, concludes Lipset that "the ideal-typical Nazi voter in 1932 was a middle-class self-employed Protestant who lived either on a farm or in a small community, and who had previously voted for a centrist or regionalist political party strongly opposed to the power and influence of big business and big labor." Somewhat similar voting patterns also prevailed in Austria and Italy, although Italian Fascism was more heterogeneous than the German Nazis in terms of its social bases of support and it represented "a coalition between antidemocratic traditionalism and middle-class populist authoritarianism".'"^ While fascism is no longer a major ideological force, a variety of authoritarian right-wing political forces and parties in many contemporary states seem to receive disproportionate support from lower and more fraditional middle classes. In Turkey, both the pro-Islamic Welfare Party and the ultranationalist Nationalist Action Party are stronger in small-and medium-size towns and among the downwardly mobile self-employed middle classes as well as among the recent rural migrants to the big cities. In fact, the Welfare Party's rising appeal in the 1990s combined a defense of Islamic values with that of the interests of small businessmen and merchants of Anatolia as opposed to the big business interests concentrated in major cities.
'^ Lipset, note 3 supra. Chap: 5, passim.
" Quoted by Lipset, note 3 supra., p. 132. '"Mpp. 148, 165. On the other hand, the more recent rise of the AKP (Justice and Development Party) and its impressive electoral victory in 2002 may be related to the changing class structure in Turkey. The pro-market economic policies of the Motherland Party government under Turgut Özal (1983-91) gave a strong boost to an Islamic (not necessarily Islamist) bourgeoisie. This is reflected in the AKP's much broader appeal and much stronger commitment to a freemarket, export-oriented economy and higher democratic standards. In fact, one may argue that the AKP is no longer an Islamist party, but a broadly-based conservative democratic party with sfrong resemblance to the other center-right parties in Turkey.
State-Initiated Economic Development and Middle Classes: German and Middle Eastern Experiences
If capitalist economic development is initiated and directed by the state, rather than by a rising and autonomous bourgeoisie, the result may not be a democratic state but an authoritarian state with a capitalist economic system. Perhaps the best example is the case of Germany under the Second Reich . As Ralf Dahrendorf has show Germany's industriahzation, which was carried out as a matter of deliberate state policy, "did not give rise to a politically cohesive and assertive middle class, but instead allowed the existing ruling structure to absorb into its own ranks the most talented and ambitious members of the bourgeoisie. ... (W)hatever Germany did have in the way of a bourgeoisie owed its success to the protection and guidance of the state. To expect such a state dependent class to make bold political claims would have been fanciful. Bismarck further strengthened the state by giving it social welfare functions. Yet ... what the Germans had was not a liberal democracy, but an authoritarian welfare state".
Other and more recent examples can be found in counfries with a historically sfrong "state fradition", such as the Ottoman Empire and its Middle Eastern successor states. Consistent with this fradition of state autonomy, the state took the lead in industrialization in Turkey, Egypt and elsewhere in the Middle East. Consequently, as in the case of the German Second Reich, the emergent bourgeoisie remained highly dependent on the state, unable to assert itself politically. The powerful role of the state as the initiator of industrialization, manager of state economic enterprises, purveyor of employment, holder of oil (and other) rent, instrument of investment, consumption and disfribution of revenue gives it sfrong leverage against all " Ralf Dahrendorf, Society and Democracy in Germany (New York: Doubleday, 1969 social groups.'^ The phenomenon of the "rentier state", observed in many oilrich Arab countries also contributes to state autonomy, by putting immense amounts of revenue at the service of the state since oil rents accrue directly to the state.'* As elsewhere in the world, a trend toward market economy is unmistakably clear in the Middle East in recent years. One observes an increased emphasis on the private sector, greater reliance on market forces, a lessening of government controls over the economy, and opening to international markets. These shifts in economic policy have brought about the rise of the big bourgeoisie in many Middle Eastern states. Even though it is questionable whether the bourgeoisie dominates or holds "hegemonic" power in any Middle Eastern Muslim country, "some of those regimes may be fairly described as 'bourgeois states' or at least emergent or embryonic bourgeois states".'^ Turkey, under Turgut Özal (1983-91) reached farthest in this direction toward full legitimation of the private sector. Similar policies have been followed somewhat more timidly and cautiously by Egypt and Tunisia, and even by such "radical" states as Syria, Iraq, and Algeria to a lesser but still significant extent.^"
The growth of the private sector and the rise of the entrepreneurial bourgeoisie can certainly be considered a reduction of state autonomy. This does not mean, however, that the rising bourgeoisie will necessarily be in conflict with the state apparatus or able to establish hegemony over it. The Middle Eastern states still have powerful leverage over the business community. A symbiotic and cooperative relationship between the two can benefit both. "The private sector growing up in the shadow of the state (and thanks to the public sector) certainly has an interest in gaining fi-eedom of economic action, more access to credit, fiscal facilities, the freedom of cross-border traffic, but why should it have to undertake open political action when it can try to obtain all this at less cost to itself by remaining entrenched in bureaucratic or palace politics where the informal network of family, regional and factional solidarity İs at the heart of the game".^' In short, it does not appear that the emergent bourgeoisie in Middle Eastern countries can yet dispense with the protective domination of a powerful state apparatus and play a significant democratizing role.
Dependent Development and Bureaucratic Authoritarianism
One of the major challenges to the thesis that the rise of the middle class is associated with the rise of democracy came from the dependency school that emerged in the late 1960s and 1970s.^^ "Dependent development", argues Evans, "is a special instance of dependency, characterized by the association or alliance of international and local capital. The state also joins the alliance as an active partner, and the resulting triple alliance is a fundamental factor in the emergence of dependent development." In the context of dependent development, the association of bourgeois democracy and capitalist accumulation no longer holds. Wages must be kept low in order to maintain the attractiveness of a semiperipheral country involved in the process of dependent development. This, in turn, requires the political repression of popular mobilization. Thus emerges "a strong rational association between capitalist development and autocracy".^^ A special and particularly influential version of the dependent development theory has been advanced by Guillermo O'Donnell. O'Donnell agrees with Lipset that socioeconomic development encourages political pluralization, but he adds that political pluralization does not necessarily imply political democracy. He further observes that in contemporary South America, the higher and lower levels of modernization are associated with non-democratic political systems, while political democracies are found at the intermediate levels of modernization.^'* In Argentina and Brazil at such intermediate levels of modernization, there emerged a broad "populist coalition" which brought together national industrialists and the urban working classes. Populist governments such as those of Peron in Argentina and Vargas in Brazil pursued policies of import-substitution-based industrialization (ISI) protected by import and exchange restrictions and high tariff rates. They also introduced a controlled ^' Leca, note \1 supra, ^^ Diamond, note 4 supra, p. 473. "incorporation" or mobilization of the "popular sector" (i.e., industrial workers and the urban lower middle classes).
The populist coalition was maintained throughout this "horizontal" or "easy" stage of industrialization which was based on the production of mostly light and nondurable consumer goods.
"As long as the export sector could provide the necessary international currency and the industrial domestic firms could continue to expand horizontally, no incompatibility seemed to exist among the interests of the members of the populist coalitions. ... (A)ll participants in the populist coalition were receiving payoffs roughly proportionate to their expectations, and no source of fundamental conflict among them was apparent. But this situation contained elements that would lead in a short time to its collapse".^^
The collapse of the populist coalition came with the exhaustion of the easy stages of industrialization, since the ISI was heavily dependent on imports of intermediate and capital goods, as well as technology, and the highly protected domestic products were not competitive in international markets. These factors led to severe foreign exchange shortages and a slowing down of economic growth which in turn caused a radicalization of the already activated and organized urban working class.
The active presence of the popular sector in the great urban centers was perceived as profoundly threatening by most other social sectors. After economic expansion had ended, the workers' demands were assessed by their former coalition partners as leading to a reshaping of society for more radical than anything they were willing to accept.
The resulting polarization facilitated "the collaboration of most of the propertied sectors in accepting a political 'solution' that supposedly would eliminate such threats by the political exclusion of the popular sector".^^ Thus, middle classes have in general supported the rise of bureaucratic-authoritarian regimes which attempted to deactivate and demobilize the popular sector by direct coercion and/or by closing their channels of political access.
Although O'DonnelFs analysis is based on the experience of South America, his conclusions seem to be valid for other countries which similarly "w, followed an industriahzation policy based on import substitution. For example, Turkey's "easy" horizontal economic growth in the 1950s and the 1960s under popuhst governments, which enjoyed broad popular support, unionization and political activation of the urban working class, the severe foreign exchange crisis in the late 1970s, the resulting economic stagnation and growing political polarization, the military coup of 1980, the deactivation of the working class under the military regime bear strong resemblance to the same sequence of events in South America.
Thus, in conclusion, it cannot be said that the middle classes are always a democratic force under all circumstances. Their role in the introduction and consolidation of political democracy seems to vary in accordance with a number of factors, among which are the stage of economic development a country is in and the model of development it follows. O'Donnell's analysis of bureaucraticauthoritarian regimes suggests that middle classes may favor authoritarian solutions in countries at an intermediate level of economic development following a relatively long period of import-substitution-based (or autarkic) industrialization. The recent East Asian experience demonstrates, on the other hand, that a market-oriented, export-promoting development strategy may help to avoid these bottlenecks involved in autarkic development. Under these circumstances, the growth of the middle class may be a facilitating factor in the emergence and consolidation of democracy.
Carlos Waisman, also inspired by the experience of the countries of the Southern Cone of Latin America and expanding on O'DoTmelFs theory, argues in the same vein that two dimensions of capitalism (i.e., private ownership of the means of production and a market economy) should be distinguished. While the two go together in the advanced capitalist economies, at lower and middle levels of development, there have been cases where private ownership of the means of production operates under substantial state-imposed limitations to market mechanisms. "Capitalist economies of this type have been especially prone to political polarization and the emergence of non-liberal regimes because, like the state socialist ones, they tended to stagnate after an initial period of 'easy' growth during which large and powerful middle and working classes came into being." Economic stagnation leads to political polarization and conflict, and this in turn leads to the suspension of democracy and the emergence of authoritarian regimes. Therefore, the relationship between capitalist development and democracy seems to be mediated by the strength of markets. "Autarkic economies generate obstacles to liberal democracy that are not present in market-oriented economies... (A) market economy, once institutionalized, is conducive to a stable liberal democracy, but private ownership of the means of production, in a context of substantial restrictions on the operation of market mechanisms, is not".'^^ Waisman further argues that economic stagnation is inherent in the autarkic (import-substituting) model of capitalist development, since under this model the manufacturing sector survives only behind high protective barriers and can never become internationally competitive. Once the domestic market is saturated for such commodities, i.e. once the "easy" stages of development are exhausted, a balance of payment crises and eventually low growth rates are likely to follow. Therefore, political illegitimacy is the outcome of the explosive combination of these two factors: "a stagnant economy and a society made up of highly mobilized and organized social groups, the urban lower classes and the intelligentsia in particular." On the other hand, the competitive model "...does not seem to create structural barriers to continued economic growth or to stable liberal democracy. ... Because this model compels the domestic bourgeoisie to compete internationally, it is not inherently prone to stagnation like hothouse capitalism is. Consequently, the capitalist class generated by export-led industrialization is likely to be more autonomous vis-a-vis the state than its counterpart, the rent-seeking pseudobourgeoisie of autarkic development".^^ Finally, all these theories on the relationship between economic development and the growth of the middle class on the one hand, and the emergence and consolidation of liberal democracy on the other, should be put in proper perspective, since the prospects for democracy are also affected by other, non-economic factors. Indeed, the recent literature on transitions to democracy has strongly emphasized the role of such purely political factors as the behavior of government and opposition elites, pact-making among them, institutional relations between civilian and military authorities, and the way electoral and constitutional rules structured opportunities for the democratic opposition under authoritarian rule.^' Therefore, a partial return to the role of economic factors seems to be a useful corrective.
